Evaluating the Impact of Team Policing in Las Vegas, Nevada by Martinez, Natalie N.
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
Digital Scholarship@UNLV
Graduate Research Symposium (GCUA) Graduate Research Symposium 2013
Apr 15th, 1:00 PM - 3:00 PM
Evaluating the Impact of Team Policing in Las
Vegas, Nevada
Natalie N. Martinez
University of Nevada, Las Vegas, marti116@unlv.nevada.edu
This Event is brought to you for free and open access by the Graduate Research (GCUA) at Digital Scholarship@UNLV. It has been accepted for
inclusion in Graduate Research Symposium (GCUA) by an authorized administrator of Digital Scholarship@UNLV. For more information, please
contact digitalscholarship@unlv.edu.
Repository Citation
Natalie N. Martinez, "Evaluating the Impact of Team Policing in Las Vegas, Nevada" (April 15, 2013). Graduate Research Symposium
(GCUA). Paper 17.
http://digitalscholarship.unlv.edu/grad_symposium/2013/april_15/17
Team Policing in Las Vegas, Nevada 
 
On March 27, 2012, the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police 
Department began a team policing intervention in the 
Palos Verdes neighborhood (Figure 1, in green).   
 
Using a combination of community outreach and 
problem-focused policing strategies, the intervention is 
designed to improve police-community relations and 
reduce the amount of crime and disorder in the area. 
 
 
Table 2 shows the results of the paired samples t-tests used to compare the 
mean weekly calls for service from the intervention period to those from the 
same nine-month period in the previous year (April-December 2011). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As shown in Table 2, the mean calls for service in the Palos Verdes 
neighborhood increased in all categories during the intervention period as 
compared to the same period in 2011 and again, both the mean violent and 
total calls increased significantly.  As with the pre-intervention comparison, 
the catchment area adjacent to the Palos Verdes neighborhood did not 
experience significant changes in any of the call categories. Unlike the 
previous comparison, neither Control Areas 1 nor 2 experienced significant 
changes in any of the call categories as compared to the same period in 2011, 
which is evidence of a seasonal effect.  Similar to the pre-intervention 
comparison, Control Area 3 experienced decreases in all call categories with 
significant decreases in the mean property, disorder, and total calls per week. 
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Introduction 
 
Team policing involves the continuous geographical assignment of both patrol 
officers and investigators to the same, defined area which allows them to 
become familiar with area residents and knowledgeable about community 
concerns.  Team policing also gives the officers assigned to an area the 
authority to develop and implement individualized solutions to the 
neighborhood problems that can lead to crime and disorder. However, because 
much of the literature on past team policing interventions is limited to 
descriptions of their planning and development phases, little is known about 
the impact of team policing as a crime control strategy. 
 
Research Questions 
 
1.  What impact does team policing have on violent  crime, property crime, 
and disorder? 
2.  Does team policing cause crime displacement or a diffusion of crime 
control benefits to adjacent areas? 
Methodology 
 
This study evaluates the impact of team policing using violent crime, property 
crime, and disorder calls for service data provided by the Las Vegas 
Metropolitan Police Department.  
 
Three non-equivalent control areas were selected in consultation with the Las 
Vegas Metropolitan Police Department and are similar to the Palos Verdes 
neighborhood in terms of their size, demographics, and number of calls for 
service in 2011. 
 
The catchment area is outlined in blue in Figure 1.  Though this area has also 
been the location of numerous crime and disorder incidents, it did not receive 
the team policing intervention.  Calls for service data from the catchment area 
were analyzed to determine if crime displacement or a diffusion of crime 
control benefits occurred as a result of the team policing intervention. 
 
Results 
 
This study focuses on the impact of team policing during the first nine 
complete months of the intervention (April-December 2012).  Figure 2 
shows that the weekly numbers of calls for service in the Palos Verdes 
neighborhood increased during the intervention period as compared to the 
nine-month period prior to the intervention (July 2011-March 2012). 
                                 
 
                  Figure 2. Calls for Service in the Palos Verdes Neighborhood, July 2011-December 2012  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 1 shows the results of the independent samples t-tests used to compare 
the mean weekly calls for service from the intervention period to those from 
the nine-month period immediately prior to the intervention.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As shown in Table 1, the mean calls for service per week in the Palos Verdes 
neighborhood increased during the intervention period in all call categories 
as compared to the prior nine-month period, though only the mean violent 
calls and mean total calls for service increased significantly.  The catchment 
area adjacent to the Palos Verdes neighborhood did not experience a 
significant change in any of the call categories.  Control Area 1 experienced 
a significant increase in mean disorder calls per week while Control Area 2 
experienced a significant increase in mean property calls per week.  Finally, 
Control Area 3 experienced a decrease in all call categories with significant 
decreases in mean property, disorder, and total calls per week. 
Conclusions 
 
First, the results of the analyses indicate that team policing does have an 
impact on crime and disorder, though it was not in the anticipated direction. 
However, the calls for service increases in the Palos Verdes neighborhood 
may be indicative of improved police-community relations rather than an 
increasing crime rate.  Second, there was no evidence of crime displacement 
or a diffusion of crime control benefits as a result of the intervention. 
 
Finally, it was later determined that the calls for service decreases in Control 
Area 3 were related to new management strategies at multiple rental 
properties in the area. 
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Table 1. Calls for Service, Pre-Intervention: Intervention 
Area July 2011-March 2012 April-December 2012 Calls Change (%) t Calls M (SD) Calls M (SD) 
Palos Verdes         
Violent 8 .21 (.41) 18 .46 (.68) 125.00 -2.013* 
Property 9 .23 (.43) 18 .46 (.82) 100.00 -1.556 
Disorder 82 2.10 (1.41) 94 2.41 (1.65) 14.63 -.885 
Total 99 2.54 (1.52) 130 3.33 (1.92) 31.31 -2.025* 
         
Catchment Area         
Violent 10 .26 (.50) 15 .38 (.67) 50.00 -.956 
Property 5 .13 (.34) 14 .36 (.78) 180.00 -1.699 
Disorder 103 2.64 (1.91) 92 2.36 (1.76) -10.68 .679 
Total 118 3.03 (1.98) 121 3.10 (2.26) 2.54 -.160 
         
Control Area 1         
Violent 31 .79 (1.05) 25 .64 (.90) -19.35 .692 
Property 12 .31 (.52) 5 .13 (.34) -58.33 1.804 
Disorder 80 2.05 (1.76) 114 2.92 (1.93) 42.50 -2.087* 
Total 123 3.19 (2.28) 144 3.69 (2.38) 17.07 -1.022 
         
Control Area 2         
Violent 7 .18 (.39) 10 .26 (.55) 42.86 -.714 
Property 10 .26 (.55) 25 .64 (.96) 150.00 -2.173* 
Disorder 62 1.59 (1.23) 63 1.62 (1.41) 1.61 -.086 
Total 88 2.03 (1.29) 97 2.49 (1.81) 22.78 -1.300 
         
Control Area 3         
Violent 13 .33 (.66) 11 .28 (.65) -15.38 .346 
Property 16 .41 (.50) 4 .10 (.38) -75.00 3.056** 
Disorder 155 3.97 (2.25) 75 1.92 (1.46) -51.61 4.773** 
Total 184 4.72 (2.74) 90 2.31 (1.59) -51.09 4.746** 
Note: n=39 weeks for each period after weeks lasting less than seven days were excluded. 
*p < .05, **p < .01 
Table 2. Calls for Service, Previous Year: Intervention 
Area April-December 2011 April-December 2012 Calls Change (%) t Calls M (SD) Calls M (SD) 
Palos Verdes         
Violent 6 .15 (.37) 18 .46 (.68) 200.00 -2.508* 
Property 8 .21 (.47) 18 .46 (.82) 125.00 -1.885 
Disorder 86 2.21 (1.79) 94 2.41 (1.65) 9.30 -.572 
Total 100 2.56 (1.98) 130 3.33 (1.92) 30.00 -2.059* 
         
Catchment Area         
Violent 11 .28 (.51) 15 .38 (.67) 36.36 -1.000 
Property 6 .15 (.37) 14 .36 (.78) 133.33 -1.388 
Disorder 107 2.74 (2.12) 92 2.36 (1.76) -14.02 1.029 
Total 124 3.18 (2.13) 121 3.10 (2.26) -2.42 .175 
         
Control Area 1         
Violent 37 .95 (1.05) 25 .64 (.90) -32.43 1.356 
Property 12 .31 (.52) 5 .13 (.34) -58.33 1.741 
Disorder 101 2.59 (1.74) 114 2.92 (1.93) 12.87 -.750 
Total 150 3.85 (2.20) 144 3.69 (2.38) -4.00 .289 
         
Control Area 2         
Violent 4 .10 (.31) 10 .26 (.55) 150.00 -1.433 
Property 15 .38 (.63) 25 .64 (.96) 66.67 -1.433 
Disorder 68 1.74 (1.39) 63 1.62 (1.41) -7.35 .397 
Total 88 2.26 (1.55) 97 2.49 (1.81) 10.23 -.600 
         
Control Area 3         
Violent 18 .46 (.76) 11 .28 (.65) -38.89 1.045 
Property 14 .36 (.49) 4 .10 (.38) -71.43 2.693** 
Disorder 186 4.77 (2.21) 75 1.92 (1.46) -59.68 6.273** 
Total 218 5.59 (2.51) 90 2.31 (1.59) -58.72 6.482** 
Note: n=39 weeks for each period after weeks lasting less than seven days were excluded. 
*p < .05, **p < .01 
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Figure 1. Palos Verdes and 
Catchment Area 
